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consultation the 7th September 1758 and Mr. Pearkes was directed to give
a satisfactory answer to the charge,
19.    Mr. Pearkes put in his reply the 14th September in Council which
with his first address to Your Honors went by the ships of that season without
any further scrutiny or animadversions from the Board occasioned by the
variety of matters before them of more important consequences, but when
the posts and chiefships came under consideration on the arrival of the ships
London and Warren we thought it incumbent on us to resume the enquiry
into this transaction before any post of trust was committed to Mr. Pearkes
his conduct.
20.    Accordingly   the   Board   appointed   Messrs   Mackett,   Boddam   and
Scrafton a committee of facts who delivered their report to us the 7th Decem-
ber and which was entered in the consultation of that day.
21.   The report   of  the committee  being  read  in   Council  the  7th   of
December Mr. Pearkes was interrogated to the several matters of the charge
and particularly to nominate the two merchants with whom he had made
the contract on behalf of the Company, which he evaded several times, assert-
ing   notwithstanding  that there  were  such  merchants   and  that he  would
nominate them if the Board would give him time, though in manifest contra-
diction to the plea he had before used of himself being the contractor, but
being further pressed on this head he once named Mhecr Ashrog as one of
them  but  afterwards  retracted   this   nomination   and   now,   in   his   almost
unintelligible address to Your Honors of the 20th December  1758, declares
that Moonholl, the Dutch Chiefs banyan, and Major Coote were the ,two
merchants mentioned in his letters to the Board*
22.    In tenderness to Mr. Pearkes  we omitted giving our sentiments in
consultation on the latter part of Mr. Amyatt's charge touching the Com-
pany's carconnahs at Chuprah and Singhy which he now forces from. us.   His
plea that those carconnahs could not be worked before they were refreshed
with cutcha petre cannot, we think, answer any purpose in his defence nor
vindicate his   converting   such   refreshment   to   his   own   use.   We   think
Mr. Pearkes may with parity of reason seize his neighbour's house to his own
emolument because it lies unoccupyed but what will be Your Honors' further
conclusion when you find Mr. Pearkes confesses, in his examination before
the committee, that the produce of the refreshment of your own carconnah
was part of the petre sent down to us on the fictitious contract with the two
merchants at 5s. 2d.2 per maund.
23.    On the whole Mr, Pearkes appeared to us as having from first to last
imposed two merchants upon the Board who did not exist whilst himself was
covertly the contractor, that he purchased the petre at 3s. 4d.s per maund
which he invoiced at 5s. 2d.4 per maund to the Company and that he unjustly
converted their carconnahs to his  own use  and   profit,   rendering himself
thereby in our judgments guilty of a breach of that trust reposed in him by
the Board to whom his conduct appeared unfaithfull, collusive and disengenu-
ous, and in consequence we thought it indispensibly our duty to suspend him
from our councils till Your Honors' pleasure be known.
$4.   We have granted the following setts of bills of exchange on Your